Motives and barriers in the adoption of
collective environmental certification
schemes by Greek tourism SMEs by Melikokis, Alexandros
  
 
 
  
 
2014 
 
MSs in Sustainable 
Development 
 
2012-2013 
 
Motives and barriers in the adoption of 
collective environmental certification 
schemes by Greek tourism SMEs: The 
case study of “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” 
A dissertation written by 
Alexandros Melikokis 
 
Supervisor:  Prof. Eftichios Sartzetakis 
 1 | P a g e  
 
Abstract 
The focus of this dissertation is on the environment as a factor of attractiveness for tourism 
products and destinations. There is significant evidence that the use of tools and methods for 
environmental preservation and management may often lead to a number of positive business-
related and non-business-related outcomes both at the enterprise and at the destination level. 
However, the implementation of these tools is often a very demanding process, in terms of the 
allocated resources, which makes it difficult for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) to 
adopt and utilize them. One of these tools, the “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” certification scheme, is 
of particular interest to the researcher, because it is specifically targeted to small and medium 
European tourism enterprises and it provides an opportunity for collective environmental 
management and certification by a prestigious accreditation body at the destination level.  
Greece, such as other European Mediterranean countries, has become a mature destination and 
has been struggling to rejuvenate its touristic development, while also dealing with 
sustainability-related problems. The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate why the Greek 
tourism sector has not taken advantage of the “EMAS easy MOVE-IT” tool, which seems to be 
tailor-made to the sector‟s needs and is largely supported by the European Union. In addition, the 
dissertation seeks to identify the most important barriers and incentives for its adoption by Greek 
tourism enterprises and compare them to the relevant literature. 
In his inquiries, the researcher chose a renowned, yet mature, Greek tourism destination as a 
case-study (Sithonia, Halkidiki). A number of small and medium sized enterprises, active in this 
region, were approached to participate in the survey, by answering to a questionnaire. The 
primary data that was collected concerned the motives and counter-motives of local actors to 
invest in the aforementioned tool, which then went through statistical analysis. The outcome of 
this analysis disclosed a mix of barriers and incentives that direct relevant managerial decisions. 
The whole approach will, hopefully, benefit the individual tourism enterprises-(potential) 
participants, the local authorities, the EU scheme and the national governments by providing an 
insight to the important factors that are affecting the adoption of this scheme in Greece, as well 
as similar touristic nations, so that they will be able to make better future decisions in relation to 
this project. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
Tourism is the sum of all the activities of persons that travel and stay in places other than their 
home, the activity of traveling for pleasure and also the industry that provides all these services 
to travelers and tourists. It is an important part of the global economy, as it comprises 9% of the 
world's GDP, creates 1 in 11 jobs globally and is responsible for 6% of the world's exports, with 
earnings of 1.3 trillion US dollars. Tourism is largely considered to be a growth factor.  
The natural environment is of utmost importance for the Travel, Tourism and Hospitality 
industry. It is both a major source of inputs and a part of the final product, which makes it a 
determinant factor of attractiveness and competitiveness for tourism products and businesses. 
Just like most people care about the quality of the environment at their place of residence, they 
also care about the environmental conditions and quality of the place they visit as tourists. 
Unfortunately, the natural environment is often threatened by tourism, since the environmental 
quality of a place is usually degraded by the human activities that take place at this particular 
geographical area. 
One of the world‟s leading tourism destinations has always been the Mediterranean region. It 
includes a great number of mature tourist destinations, the touristic development of which has 
been based -on one hand- on the cultural richness and historical significance of certain 
Mediterranean regions and nations and on the other hand on the favorable climatic and 
environmental conditions of the Mediterranean region.  
Greece is one of the most famous Mediterranean destinations. Greek tourism has long history, as, 
since antiquity, foreigners were respected and treated with honour. Tourism is of great 
importance for the Greek economy, since, among others, it contributes directly to the country‟s 
GDP up to 7%. Greece is a destination with a lot to offer to its visitors, namely culture, heritage, 
history and the unique Mediterranean natural conditions. The Greek climate and natural 
environment is often considered to be the most valuable tourism resource of the country, a factor 
of major strategic importance and the basis of competitive advantage for the products of the 
Greek tourism sector, which is the backbone of the national economy. However, Greece has 
become a mature destination and has been struggling to rejuvenate its touristic development, 
while also dealing with sustainability-related problems, which is also the case for most of the 
traditional Mediterranean destinations, the touristic development of which has historically relied 
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greatly upon the “Sun and Sea” tourist paradigm and the Western and Northern Europeans -
peoples who have generally developed considerable environmental consciousness- as their major 
source markets.  
Most of these Mediterranean destinations have had problems dealing with their fast-paced 
touristic development, which –some people may argue- has been mainly oriented towards the 
growth or magnification of the national tourism industries, rather than sustainable development. 
Many destinations have found it difficult to deal with the massive growth in tourist numbers, 
which are, very often, exceeding the destination‟s carrying capacity and have resulted in plenty 
of problems associated with soil and water pollution, disruption of natural habitats, deforestation 
etc, often leading to the deterioration of environmental quality at the destination. 
Nowadays, there is a great number of tools, methods and practices available for environmental 
management and environmental branding in tourism, most of which apply at the enterprise level. 
However, there have been limited collective attempts to develop schemes, projects or networks 
for the environmental management and branding of many companies in clusters or even entire 
regions and tourism destinations. Some of these projects were initiated by private organizations, 
but many of them have been developed by public authorities, often the result of cooperation at 
regional level. One of the most important instruments tourism enterprises can use to that 
direction is an Environmental Management System (EMS).  
The European Union has developed its own certification scheme, the Eco-Management and 
Auditing Scheme (EMAS) that was created to address the problems that arise from the 
certification of an EMS, mainly credibility and objectivity. The European Union also created a 
variation of EMAS, the so called “EMAS easy”, which has been designed to suit the needs and 
particularities of European small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Recently, the EU went 
one step further, by creating the “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” project, addressed to SMEs of the 
tourism sector, which wish to cooperate and share knowledge, costs and resources for the 
collective adoption of a well-recognized environmental management scheme as a cluster of 
enterprises or even as a tourism destination. 
The adoption of EMAS Easy MOVE-IT! certification scheme is considered to be beneficial for 
SMEs in tourism. It claims to help them overcome the difficulties associated with the adoption of 
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an EMS (limited access to capital, high costs, lack of technical know-how) and gain competitive 
advantage over big touristic companies, which have cost advantage due to their volume of 
production and more collateral in business negotiations. The EMAS Easy Move-it! certification 
scheme seems to be ideal for Greek tourism enterprises, as it is tailor-made to suit the needs of 
tourism SMEs, which represent the vast majority of the Greek enterprises and has the support of 
a Governmental body with the stature of the European Commission. Additionally, since Greece 
bases the attractiveness of its tourist products on the climatic conditions and the natural and 
cultural capital of the country (among others), it is believed that this scheme will generate 
numerous positive financial and non-financial outcomes. 
The purpose of this dissertation is to identify and highlight the reasons behind the following 
paradox: although there is significant evidence that the environmental certification of a tourism 
destination may yield significant benefits for all the associated enterprises and the local 
communities (in terms of increasing revenues and decreasing costs), the collective EMAS easy 
certification scheme, which is largely supported by the European Union, has not been utilized yet 
in Greece, a touristic country by definition. The research conducted as part of this dissertation 
targeted SMEs of a renowned Greek Destination, namely the Sithonian peninsula, in Halkidiki, 
North Greece, to collect primary data with the use of a questionnaire. The data analysis produced 
some interesting findings which may be of use and value, first of all, for the Greek tourism, 
industry and Society and, secondly, for the European body that has developed and is promoting 
this scheme. 
Chapter 2 Literature Review 
2.1. Definition of Tourism 
One of the most common definitions of tourism is that given by the World Tourism 
Organization, according to which tourism “comprises the activities of persons traveling to and 
staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive year for 
leisure, business and other purposes not related to the exercise of an activity remunerated from 
within the place visited”. According to dictionaries, tourism is “the activity of traveling to a 
place for leisure” and also, “the business of providing hotels, restaurants, entertainment and more 
for people who are traveling”. However, that has not always been the case, as the definition of 
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the concept of tourism has evolved through the years. Hunziker and Krapf (1942) defined 
tourism as “a sum of relations and phenomena resulting from travel and stay of non-residents, in 
so far a stay does not lead to permanent residence and is not connected with any permanent or 
temporary earning activity.” While this definition became widely accepted, after approximately 
thirty years, another, more accurate definition arose by Burkart and Medlik (1974), according to 
which “[t]ourism is deemed to include any activity concerned with the temporary short-term 
movement of people to destinations outside the places where they normally live and work,and 
their activities during the stay at these destinations.” In 1981, though, the annual AIEST 
(Association Internationale d‟Experts Scientifiques du Tourisme) congress in Cardiff accepted 
tourism to be defined as “the entirety of interrelations and phenomena which result from people 
traveling to and stopping at places which are neither their main continuous domiciles nor place 
of work either for leisure or in the context of business activities or study.” It seems that tourism 
is subject to more than one definition, it is a collective notion, one that encompasses many ideas 
and theories and it may be allocated to be “synonymous with the actions and impacts of tourists”, 
(Smith, 1988, pp.180) or even to have different definitions and notions, depending on the area of 
interest, as Smith (1988) argues in his paper Defining Tourism: A Supply-SideView. Being a 
collective notion, tourism is many things; it is an activity, a fact, a notion -as aforementioned- 
and also an industry, a business. 
Tourism is separated into categories, namely types, such as international tourism, inbound 
tourism, national tourism, internal tourism, domestic tourism and many more. The notion and the 
kinds of tourism are constantly developing, according to the needs and the socioeconomic, 
political and global changes of our world, proving that tourism is a highly adapting concept, 
directly connected to human needs. While tourism can take, accordingly, a lot of different and 
various definitions, it should not be confused either with travel, or with leisure or free time. 
These concepts are often being confused and might seem similar, but are quite different. First of 
all, tourism is different than travel in the sense that travel is merely the means for the existence 
of tourism; without travel, the notion of tourism cannot exist, as clarified by the World Tourism 
Organization. Secondly, the concept of tourism should not be confused with the notion of leisure. 
While tourism is an activity, a combination of relationships and phenomena or even an industry 
or a whole economic sector, leisure is “quantifiable leisure time, either residual or discretional, 
based on the freedom to choose ,[…]the activity that is chosen at a given time and place so that it 
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is the quality of the activity which defines it as leisure, [...]a subjective condition on the grounds 
of a freely chosen experience based on intrinsic motivation” (Ateca-Amestoy et al., 2006, pp.65). 
Therefore tourism is something that people may choose to do in their leisure time. 
2.2. Main characteristics of tourism and its importance for global economy 
One the first things one should take into account about tourism is that it is an amalgam, it is a 
collective notion and also a service activity. (Stabler et al., 2010) Tourism services are of 
intangible nature, meaning that the services performed are something invisible, not tangible, 
since tourism offers to human well-being and convenience. However, there are always tangible 
products involved in tourism as well. Additionally, tourism is defined by inseparability, as the 
production and the staff are considered to be the two sides of the same coin; there can be no 
production or services without the involvement of the staff. Furthermore, tourism is perishable, 
in the sense that whereas products are tangible and can be stored for future use or sale, services 
cannot, and tourism is all about services. Seasonality is another one of tourism's characteristics, 
since the demand for tourism and touristic services depends on the season and the time of the 
year. As a direct consequence of the fact that tourism is an amalgam, as previously mentioned, 
tourism products are interdependable and, as far as businesses are concerned, investment costs 
are generally low, although the operation costs are relatively high and fixed. The tourism 
industry seems to be mostly about SMEs, that is small and medium-sized enterprises, which 
often represent more than 90% of the industry, Last but not least, tourism is considered to be 
generally a growth factor, which is “partly the result of the high income-elasticity of 
international arrivals and receipts.” (Stabler et al., 2010, pp.16)It is of growing economic 
importance globally as it provides countries with important revenues and helps in their economic 
development, as aforementioned, but, apart from the economic point of view, tourism “offers 
social, cultural and environmental benefits [and] is argued to contribute to the well-being of 
tourists by giving them restorative holidays that fulfill many human needs”, as pointed out by 
Higgins-Desbiolles. (2006, pp.1192) Tourism also contributes to the preservation of the different 
cultures, for example, “the “renaissance”of traditional art forms in host societies through the 
increased spending of tourists on crafts, souvenirs, costumes, and the like”. (Haralabopoulos et 
al.,1996, pp. 508) Higgins-Desbiolles (2006) goes on arguing that, additionally, one of the most 
important positive impacts of tourism is the fact that it encourages peace and understanding 
among peoples and countries. Last but not least, tourism, for Higgins-Desbiolles (2006) can also 
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“be an important force for the restoration or conservation of environments” as people's 
awareness about the well-being of the environment has intensified these last years. 
Therefore, tourism has become an important aspect of the economy nowadays and many 
countries around the world undertake a lot of effort to develop or even include this sector to give 
a boost to their economy. According to World Tourism Organization, tourism comprises the 9% 
of the world's GDP, (direct, indirect and induced impact), creates 1 in 11 jobs globally, is 
responsible for the 6% of the world's exports, with earnings 1.3 trillion US dollars, and has 
helped to increase “the market share of emerging economies, [that] increased from 30% in 1980 
to 47% in 2012, and is expected to reach 57% by 2030, equivalent to over one billion 
international tourist arrivals.” In many countries, such as Greece, the importance of tourism is 
even more prominent as it constitutes the main source of income and economic development, 
creating thousands of job positions and contributing to the overall well-being of these countries. 
Thus, one can argue that the importance of tourism on global economy is too great to be taken 
lightly, since the amount of investments, produced income and services, businesses and people's 
lives get benefited by this circulation of money and economic growth. 
2.3. History of tourism 
Even though the word tourism started to be used for the first time in the end of the nineteenth 
century, the concept of tourism is not that new. Travel for recreational purposes existed already 
since the Classical Age, as Gyr (2010) mentions in The History of Tourism: Structures on the 
Path to Modernity and there were many occasions when people traveled for pleasure. For 
example, wealthy ancient Romans used to escape in seaside resorts in the Mediterranean and 
even had a sort of “summer holidays” in order to relax and restore their health. Also, during the 
Middle Ages, travel was very popular, especially amongst scholars, merchants and pilgrims. 
People used to travel in order to achieve self-realization, to learn about life and even get 
necessary training for a profession, many guilds and artisan schools used journeying as an 
obligatory element of training, a practice that lasted almost until the 18th century, since they 
believed that to travel is to learn, to experience. Proceeding to the nineteenth century, traveling 
evolved into a past-time of the nobility, who, for the sake of learning and experiencing again, 
used to take grand tours that lasted months or even a year, usually in European countries and the 
South. This became commonly known as the “Grand Tour”. At that time, the word tourism 
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started to be used to describe the aristocrats‟ travels and was considered to be elitist and 
exclusive to the upper class. Yamashita (2001, pp.1797) mentions that tourism started to flourish 
at that period “due to the development of modern transportation technology on the one hand, and 
the socioeconomic changes caused by the industrial revolution on the other. Before that travel 
was hard and used to require patience and effort.” As Gyr (2001) points out, at the beginning of 
the 19th century, the European system of transport was revolutionized by the new travel 
development and this brought about enormous change in the way people travelled around 
Europe, as it “improved the mobility of tourists and created new trends.” Trips which lasted a 
short time or even a day became popular among Europeans and with the development of steam 
navigation and the railway, mobility, both globally and in Europe, was enhanced. The first 
railway tracks were opened in England in 1825, in France in 1828 and in Germany in 1835. 
However, Gyr (2001) notes that “the railway's use and popularisation of touristic routes and 
destinations only began somewhat later with the introduction of mountain railways towards the 
end of the 19th century.” The railway, as a new means of transport reduced the cost of travelling 
and enabled passengers to carry more luggage, apart from easing and making faster their trips. 
Although, the railway gave a boost without precedent to tourism, it still remained the privilege of 
the few, of the aristocrats. Until the end of the nineteenth century, tourism was a demonstration 
of the wealthy and educated classes‟ social status which communicated power, money and 
leisure, free time. In the second half of the twentieth century, in the West, and especially after the 
Two World Wars, another new transportation technological development occurred, aviation, 
which was introduced to the public with great success, as the time of travel was now minimized. 
All these technological advancements, together with the fact that “the work ethic was 
transformed, and people‟s desires for making life worth living through leisure and enjoyment 
became increasingly evident. The length of the working week decreased and paid holidays were 
lengthened” (Yamashita, 2001, pp.15797) led to the growth and boost of tourism. Tourism as a 
form of leisure activity became widespread in all social classes and stopped being a privilege of 
the upper classes. Ever since, tourism has known great development and expansion and 
nowadays, all countries put on great effort to develop and include tourism industry to their 
economies. 
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2.4. Tourism in Greece 
Tourism in Greece dates from antiquity, as Dimitrios Buhalis (2001) argues in his paper Tourism 
in Greece: Strategic Analysis and Challenges. Hospitality was an important aspect of life in 
ancient Greece and foreigners were considered to be sacred. There was even divine providence 
in that, since Zeus was also called Xenius from the Greek word xenos that means foreigner and 
was their protector. Tourism in Greece was significantly developed after the second world war, 
having also known a certain blooming during the 18th-19th century in the form of inbound 
tourism, since many foreigners and philhellenes used to travel to Greece, as it was considered to 
be a most romantic, exotic, warm southern destination for rich Europeans to explore and taste. 
Ever since Greece has gone a long way, with tourism being one of the most important source of 
income, as according to the Greek National Tourism Organisation (GNTO), as Buhalis (2001) 
notes, “the tourism contribution to Greece's GDP is estimated at up to 7%, [and] [t]he tourism 
receipts in 1998 were 5.186 millions US, covering 29.3% of the deficit in the balance of 
payments and 39.83% of the exports of services.”(Buhalis 2001, pp.442) 
Nowadays, the most important institutions that deal with tourism in Greece, together with 
businesses, intermediaries and the state are the Greek Tourism Confederation (SETE), the Greek 
National Tourism Organisation (GNTO), the Hellenic Association of Professional Congress 
Organizers (HAPCO), the General Pan-Hellenic Federation of Tourism Enterprises (GEPOET), 
the Research Institute for Tourism and the Hellenic Association of Travel and Tourist Agencies 
(HATTA), the Hellenic Chamber of Hotels. 
Greece is a Mediterranean, sun-and-sea destination, with certain unique characteristics, that also 
apply to its tourism. First of all, tourism in Greece is one of the most important economic 
activities. Additionally, just like tourism in general, tourism in Greece is also dominated mainly 
by SMEs, but intermediaries also play an active and important role in the distribution and 
promotion of the touristic product. The touristic product in Greece is quite advantageous as it 
offers unique nature, history, culture and heritage, elements that are the main attractions and 
reasons why tourists visit Greece. (Buhalis, 2001) Therefore, Greek nature, along with Greek 
heritage and history must be preserved and protected from the negative impact tourism has. 
More specifically, Greece is like other Mediterranean countries, deeply affected by urbanization, 
as “[s]maller coastal settlements have become increasingly urbanized as a result of legislative 
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and institutional incentives to encourage tourism investment. Construction of hotels and 
secondary housing cooperatives has exploded as a result of unearned and real income 
expectations to the detriment of fertile land, creating aesthetic pollution and loss of tangerine and 
olive orchards.”(Burak et al., 2004, pp.519) Furthermore, Greek coastal zones experience 
“salinization of the coastal aquifers due to overexploitation and dense construction of multi-
storey buildings along the shoreline that resulted in loss of agricultural land”. (Burak et al., 2004, 
pp.519) Moreover, as is the case with most Mediterranean countries, Greece faces problems in 
“[i]nfrastructure investment mainly in pollution prevention issues, i.e. sewerage, wastewater and 
solid waste management, [that] has fallen behind schedule due to the lack of adequate planning 
and financing [and] the sewage generated by the congested population has caused pollution of 
bathing waters to exceed the standards relating to human health and environmental 
protection.”(Burak et al., 2004, pp.519-522) Environment is valuable in Greece and around the 
globe, and measures need to be taken in order to avoid environmental degradation and minimize 
the negative environmental impacts of Greek tourism, since, as May argues (1991, pp.114-115) 
“much tourism occurs in locations which are particularly sensitive to change, eg mountains, 
coasts, lakes, savanna [and][m]any of these locations are [...]extremely vulnerable to 
environmental change.” Thus, it is imperative that there should be organized action on the matter 
of the environmental impact of tourism and that measures should be taken and a certain policy 
should be planned in order to avoid further environmental damage. 
2.5. Tourism and the natural environment 
It is widely accepted in the literature that the natural, cultural and manmade attractions of a 
tourism destination have an effect on its competiveness. As a result, the quality of the natural 
attractions at a tourism destination can influence the overall quality of the destination. In turn, 
the quality of natural attractions is affected by the quality of the environment, which is exactly 
why the environmental quality of a destination is considered to an important factor of 
competitiveness. Furthermore, it is believed that the environmental quality of a place is usually 
degraded by the human activities that take place at this particular geographical area and 
especially the activities in which the tourism and hospitality industry is involved are often 
considered to be very harmful to the environment. 
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Tourism and the natural environment are considered to be interrelated, in the sense that they are 
connected through a relationship of interdependence. As Farrel et al. (1991, pp.26-27) argue “[t]e 
natural environment is crucial to the attractiveness of almost all travel destinations and recreation 
areas. Natural resources, the ecosystem, regional ecology, whatever may be the designation or 
concept, in their physical expressions, provide an important “backdrop” to commercial service 
areas and recreation sites, or at least contribute to all tourist locations.” Therefore, tourism must 
be performed in a way that preserves and protects the environment, as mentioned before, since 
tourism is one of those human activities that have a great impact, both positive and negative, on 
natural environments, for example, Higgins-Desbiolles (2006) argues that one of the most 
important positive impacts of tourism is the fact that it constitutes“ an important force for the 
restoration or conservation of environments” as people's awareness about the well-being of the 
environment has intensified these last years. 
Unfortunately, however important positive impacts tourism seems to have on societies and 
people, the negative impacts, mostly concerning the environment and the life of the locals, 
outweigh them. Some examples of these negative impacts, consequences of touristic 
development are, as Anthony S.Travis (1982, pp.258) points out, among others, that  tourism 
may have a certain amount of impact on society, culture and the environment of a country, 
namely “pollution of air, and of water, of the ground by litter and wastes, [even] noise pollution; 
[...]damage to, or even destruction of heritage resources and degradation of heritage quality, 
resource-depletion of minerals and soils, [l]and-use loss from agriculture, [...]damage to 
ecosystems, ripple effects on physical environments, [l]oss of fauna and flora, and [i]ncreased 
urbanization and covert urbanization”, all of which could have grave consequences and 
dramatically alter the way of life of the locals as well as everyone on the planet. Thus, protecting 
the environment is imperative and tourism activities should be carried out in a sustainable and 
non-harmful way for it. Additionally, the legislation on environmental protection is getting more 
and more strict, as people have started to pay more attention to this ongoing matter. 
2.6. Sustainable tourism and eco-tourism 
Based on this change of attitude towards the environment and the need for its preservation, new 
kinds of tourism appeared, such as these relatively new, pioneering types of tourism, sustainable 
tourism and eco-tourism. First of all,according to the World Tourism Organization, sustainable 
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tourism is the type of tourism that “ takes full account of its current and future economic ,social 
and environmental impacts, addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the environment and 
host communities,[that]should make optimal use of environmental resources, help conserve 
natural heritage and biodiversity [and][r]espect the socio-cultural authenticity of host 
communities, conserve their built and living cultural heritage and traditional values, and 
contribute to intercultural understanding and tolerance.” Another definition of sustainable 
tourism is that given by Swarbrooke in Saarinen (2006), where sustainable tourism is„„tourism 
which is economically viable but does not destroy the resources on which the future of tourism 
will depend, notably the physical environment and the social fabric of the host 
community‟‟(Swarbrooke 1999, pp.13) 
Ecotourism is defined, as Cater notes (2001, pp.4165) as „responsible travel to natural areas 
which conserves the environment and improves the welfare of local people‟ (Lindberg and 
Hawkins, 1993, pp.8) These two types of tourism are often confused and people tend to believe 
that they are the same but that is not the case. More specifically, ecotourism deals with the 
preservation of the environment and educating society and travelers, whereas sustainable tourism 
is a type of tourism which can be applied into all kinds of tourism, as it focuses on preserving 
and respecting the host communities, the local habitats and the environment by reducing the 
impacts of tourism. (The International Ecotourism Society) 
Given the growing environmental awareness of western tourists, the increasing strictness of 
environmental legislation and the fact that the environment is both an input and an attractiveness 
element for the tourism product, tourism enterprises and policy makers have been interested in 
developing and adopting a number of tools, methods, projects and practices to minimize the 
negative environmental impacts of tourism activities. Tourism enterprises are often able to 
decrease their fixed or operating costs by managing the use of resources more efficiently and/or 
minimizing their environmental impacts and they may also generate higher revenues and/or 
profits by improving the environmental quality of their products. One of the most important 
instruments they can use to that direction is an Environmental Management System (EMS), 
which may or may not be certified by an independent certification body. 
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2.7. Environmental Management Systems (EMS) 
According to ISO, a management system is defined as “the set of procedures an organization 
needs to follow in order to meet its objectives. In a small organization there may not be an 
official system, just „our way of doing things‟. [...] When an organization systemizes how it does 
things, this is known as a management system.” In addition, ISO 9000:2000 defines a 
management system as a “set of interrelated or interacting elements to establish policy and 
objectives and to achieve those objectives”. Focusing on this definition, the Chartered Quality 
Institute states that a business management system is [t]he structure, processes and resources 
needed to establish an organization's policy and objectives and to achieve those objectives.” 
Elaborating on management systems, there are specific management systems for companies to 
use in order to follow policies and practices that respect the environment, called environmental 
management systems or EMS. An Environmental Management System (EMS) is, according to 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “a set of processes and practices that enable an 
organization to reduce its environmental impacts and increase its operating efficiency, [...]a 
framework that helps a company achieve its environmental goals through consistent control of its 
operations.” 
Environmental management systems are not yet obligatory but the strict environmental 
legislation and the increasing demand for new environmental policies, together with the growing 
environmental awareness, call for their establishment. EMS are different than quality labels, in 
the sense that EMS are set of procedures and practices that “address [the businesses'] regulatory 
demands in a systematic and cost-effective manner [and] can also help address non-regulated 
issues, such as energy conservation, and [...] promote stronger operational control and employee 
stewardship.”(U.S. EPA), while ecolabels and quality labels are labeling systems and do not 
dictate certain ways of managing the company. EMS certification schemes deal with the 
evaluation of a company's overall behavior towards environmental issues. Unlike quality labels 
and ecolabels, these schemes are less focused on solely the final environmental impacts of 
companies, but, instead, they demand that the companies should obey certain preset 
environmental principles and guidelines they set themselves as they conduct business. 
But why should a company implement such schemes? Jarvis et al. (2010) claim that enterprises 
are benefited in case they implement environmental management systems, first of all, financially, 
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as “certification schemes can help businesses make savings by reducing energy, water and waste 
utility bills.” However, there is an ongoing debate on this, since environmental management 
systems demand an important amount of capital and investments, resulting to high costs for 
many companies, something which could be especially difficult to cope with for Small or 
Medium-sized Enterprises, that comprise the majority of tourism enterprises. Also, they note that 
certification schemes give competitive advantage to the companies in comparison to other, “non-
certified” companies, meaning that companies that strive to obtain a new, more appealing image 
and cannot afford to develop cost advantage to antagonize other companies, may succeed in 
doing this by adopting a certain certification scheme or environmental management system, thus 
making use of differentiation and uniqueness strategies. 
In the case of recognized environmental certification there are usually much greater marketing 
benefits for tourism enterprises, because they can communicate their environmental efforts and 
performance much more effectively and, as a result, they may charge a considerably higher 
premium price for their “superior environmental quality” products. Also, as Blanco et al. (2009) 
argue, environmental management systems may be used to rejuvenate successfully the brand, the 
image of a company, as is the case with mature destinations for which many environmental 
strategies and initiatives have been employed, even though there is still an open debate on the 
initiatives' effectiveness.   
However, the certification of an EMS is a demanding and complicated process and it requires a 
considerably larger investment in money, as well as time, than just the implementation of a self-
developed or tailor-made EMS, which may be designed especially to suit the distinctive 
characteristics and needs of each company, usually emphasizing on the minimization of 
operational, resource- and waste-related costs (improving efficiency) rather than boosting sales 
and profitability through improved marketing performance. In addition, along with the intention 
of a tourism enterprise to implement and certify an EMS, comes the important decision of 
selecting the most suitable, relevant and beneficial environmental award, label or eco-brand (not 
all of which are as strict as to demand the implementation of an EMS), among the dozens which 
have been developed over the years by many different accreditation bodies, some of which are 
private organizations, others governmental organizations and others NGOs. Certifications 
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awarded by independent, neutral accreditation bodies are usually considered to be the most 
credible and prestigious. 
There are many environmental management systems around the globe that are worth mentioning 
at this point, namely the Green Tourism Business Scheme (GTBS), which is a sustainable 
certification scheme, the ISO 14001 certification, the European Union's Eco-Management and 
Audit Scheme (EMAS), that is followed by EMAS Easy and EMAS Easy MOVE-it! for small 
and medium-sized enterprises, eco-labels such as Green Key which is “an eco-label for tourism 
enterprises, targeting hotels, youth hostels, conference and holiday centres, campsites, holiday 
houses, leisure facilities and restaurants.” (Kernel, 2005, pp.157) and the European Flower, “an 
eco-label with environmental criteria developed to cover everyday consumer goods and services 
(with the exception of food, drink and medicines).”(Kernel, 2005, pp.157) Moreover, some of 
the larger certification schemes include Green Globe 21, a global benchmarking and certification 
programme for travel and tourism; the Certificate for Sustainable Tourism, a programme to 
encourage environmental practice in hotels in Costa Rica. Additional schemes include 
Ecotourism Kenya, Ecotourism Australia and STEP, the Sustainable Tourism Eco-certification 
Standard. Since the credibility and objectivity of most of the environmental management 
schemes -both at the individual enterprise and at the collective or regional level- has often been 
the subject of great debate, the European Union has developed its own environmental 
management scheme, called Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS), which is considered 
an objective and complete environmental management instrument, based on the concepts of 
Total Quality Management (TQM). 
The literature also contains some evidence of collective environmental management efforts in the 
form of companies and destinations which formed sustainable tourism networks and/or adopted 
environmental management schemes, which in some cases even developed themselves, in order 
to improve their environmental performance and promote a sustainable tourism destination 
brand. In general, the destinations and enterprises involved in such projects have enjoyed plenty 
of financial and non-financial benefits, the most important of which are reduced environmental 
impacts and improved environmental quality, financial savings by reductions in the operating 
costs and increased competitiveness due to better reputation and improved brand image.  
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2.8. Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) 
The European Commission has created an environmental management scheme of its own, called 
Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS), which is “a management instrument [...]for 
companies and other organizations to evaluate, report, and improve their environmental 
performance, [which] is open to every type of organization eager to improve its environmental 
performance” as mentioned by the European Commision. Additionally, it can be applied 
worldwide and it is a voluntary tool available for any kind of organization that wants to improve 
its environmental and financial performance and to make known its environmental achievements 
to stakeholders and society in general. 
An impediment for the implementation of the EMAS scheme is the relatively high 
implementation cost of the program. The “major costs associated with the EMAS certification 
are related to the infrastructure and machinery upgrading” as researched by Abeliotis.(2005, 
pp.1645-1646) In Greece, only 10 companies were EMAS certified by December 2003. 
(Abeliotis, 2005) Given the complexity and high adoption costs of EMAS, the EU has proceeded 
to the introduction of two variations to the initial EMAS scheme, in order to facilitate its 
adoption by Small and Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs) and to promote collective 
environmental management efforts and cooperation at the tourism destination level. 
2.9. EMAS easy 
The European Commission, in order to make the process towards EMAS-registration easier and 
to facilitate maintenance of EMAS registration for small and medium sized organisations 
(SME's), decided to create EMAS Easy, a certification scheme that takes into account the needs 
and the structure of the small and medium-sized enterprises. The methodology of EMAS easy 
covers all requirements of the environmental management standards for EMAS and/or ISO 
14001 and it is based on the Eco-mapping concept, where the business is mapped in terms of 
both location and internal processes to identify its environmental aspects. 
As the European Commision mentions, “implementing EMAS via the EMAS Easy methodology 
is one way for SME's to reduce their first year and annual implementation costs. Data originating 
from the study on the Costs and Benefits of EMAS to Registered Organisations, were combined 
with recent estimates based on data provided by SMEs during evaluations performed at EMAS 
capacity building seminars for SMEs, and during various EMAS Easy coachings in different 
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member states.” Examples of reduced costs and potential annual efficiency savings of small and 
medium-sized enterprises provided by the European Commission show that the costs for the 
small enterprises that implemented EMAS Easy have the possibility to be reduced by 42 % 
whereas for medium enterprises by 57,5 %. These numbers, even though they are mainly 
indicative, show that the EMAS Easy tool can help small and medium-sized businesses to 
implement an Environmental Management System (EMS) and  have “considerably lower human 
resources and costs.” (European Commission on EMAS easy) 
2.10. EMAS easy MOVE-IT! 
As an extension to the EMAS-easy scheme, the EU has recently announced the development of 
the “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” project for the certification -in clusters- of groups of SMEs 
belonging to the tourism sector. The “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” project is addressed to SMEs of 
the tourism sector, which wish to cooperate and share knowledge, costs and resources for the 
collective adoption of a well-recognized environmental management scheme as a cluster of 
enterprises or even as a tourism destination. According to the EU, “[T]he aim of the EMAS Easy 
MOVE-IT! project was to develop and test an eco-innovative software-based support mechanism 
(a collective coaching and learning model) that helps to drive small and medium-sized 
enterprises in the tourism sector towards lean and cost-effective EU EMAS and Ecolabel 
applications.” The EMAS Easy MOVE-IT! project applies the EU Eco-Management and 
Auditing Scheme (EMAS) cluster certification to regional tourist products or services. The 
project gathers the small and medium size enterprises (SMEs) of a region, which are all part of a 
value chain of tourism. The cluster of enterprises then forms “a competitive tourism service 
package, linking cultural, economical, ecological and social aspects with their respective added 
value.” The innovation about this scheme is that a “simple and practical EMAS easy 
methodology is used in territorial clusters with specific and online guidance to reduce the 
internal and external transaction costs of the effort of SMEs to implement EMAS.”( EMAS Easy 
MOVE-it!) 
So far the EMAS Easy MOVE-it! program has been implemented in six EU Member States, 
namely Estonia, Belgium, Spain, Cyprus, Bulgaria and Germany. The most important benefits 
and results from the EMAS Easy MOVE-it scheme, as presented by the European Commision, 
were the following: firstly, EMAS Easy MOVE-it succeeded in “[c]oaching of at least 12 
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clusters and 200 SMEs in 6 EU Member States, [d]evelopment of bottom up sector specific 
guidance and performance indicators, expansion of 3 major regional labels to EMAS, online 
support and clustering tool for SMEs (reduced transaction costs by 50%)” and last but not least, 
the creation of [a] business plan in order to coach other clusters and train regional 
agents/consultants in other countries.” 
Among the benefits of the program is that the participating SMEs may help each other according 
to the knowledge and capabilities each of them possesses and they may also share certain costs 
that are associated with the implementation (and certification) of the EMS. Other benefits that 
arise from the implementation of the EMAS Easy MOVE-it! seem to be the that the touristic 
product of the companies unique branding will be marketed as “attractive and competitive, „all 
inclusive‟ to national and international customers in the value based tourism sector”, where these 
values “refer to a set of ethical, environmental or cultural preferences, which dictate the 
consumption patterns and attitudes of individuals and organizations.” Finally, if an adequate 
number of the tourism enterprises in the destination are certified as part of the “EMAS easy 
MOVE-IT project”, the destination may be able to promote itself as a sustainable tourism 
destination, which may lead to a multiplication of the positive outcomes for the sum of the 
destination‟s enterprises, as opposed to the limited benefits that the independent certification of 
few individual enterprises may breed for the destination in total. 
2.11. SMEs, EMSs and competitive advantage 
SMEs are small and medium-sized enterprises, as defined by the European Union legislation. 
What mainly defines whether a company is micro, small or medium depends on certain factors 
such as the number of employees and the turnover or the balance sheet total. According to the 
European Law, if the employees working at a company are less than 250 and more than 50, the 
company is considered to be medium-sized, whereas a company with less than 50 employees is 
considered small and a company with 10 employees or less is considered to be micro. The 
criteria for classification of SMEs are shown at the following figure. 
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Figure 1: Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/facts-figures-analysis/sme-
definition/index_en.htm) 
Small and medium-sized enterprises are the majority of the enterprises that comprise the tourism 
sector. They have significant advantages over big companies in the sense that they are much 
more flexible due to their small size, they can adjust quickly to the constant changes of the 
economic scenery and they can also keep up with the environmental changes that happen at such 
a fast pace nowadays. When it comes to tourism, SMEs are also advantageous in the sense that 
“many of the companies that depend on tourism have the structure of a small business [and this 
fact] reflects the preferences of the consumer and the need for personalized services in tourism. 
Many visitors want the freedom to make their holiday as individual an experience as possible. 
This means high quality and personalized services.” (Keller, 2004, pp.2)   
On the other hand, small and medium-sized enterprises have plenty of disadvantages as well. 
First of all, they often face a cost disadvantage compared to big companies, since large 
companies get to achieve economies of scale, due to their size of production. Furthermore, SMEs 
often face cash liquidity problems and they might not have as easy access to capital as big 
companies. As a result, they are often unable to make large investments. When it comes to 
negotiating prices and deals, SMEs usually possess less collateral in than large companies, 
leading to less successful negotiations and deals. In addition, SMEs often lack the necessary 
technical know-how and personnel training to compete with large companies and they might also 
be under-informed. That is, as Parker et al.(2005) mentions, that “SMEs often have major 
problems with limited resources, limited knowledge and limited technical capabilities to deal 
with their own negative environmental impact.” 
Many SMEs in the tourism sector nowadays seek to implement EMS and to participate in 
environmental management schemes, in order to differentiate their product thus gaining 
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competitive advantage against bigger companies. However, they often encounter certain 
problems during the implementation, which may act as insuperable barriers to the whole process. 
As Abeliotis (2005) mentions, some of these problems are that SMEs are faced with very high 
implementation costs which they cannot manage, since SMEs have limited access to capital, as 
previously mentioned. Environmental Management Systems often require a great amount of 
investments and a capital, since the costs are quite high and most SMEs refrain from 
implementing an EMS without the support and the funding from institutions, states, etc. The 
implementation and certification of an EMS is a complicated process, which occupies a lot of 
resources (monetary, technological, human etc) for a long time and this is why SMEs are often 
discouraged from pursuing it. In the case of a small hotel which is operating in a mature Greek 
tourism destination, for example, the competition is too fierce to allow the reallocation of its 
limited monetary and human resources from basic operations to the implementation of an EMS, 
let alone a certified EMS, for a considerable period of time. It will most probably take a long 
time until the associated positive outcomes will start to payback for the invested money, time and 
resources, which could have probably been utilized in a more lucrative way. Both for big 
companies and SMEs it is hard to see the actual impact in “cost savings, increased competitive 
advantage, regulatory relief, and operational improvements.” (Morrow et al., 2010, pp.170) 
Additionally, “it is difficult to attribute environmental improvements directly to the adoption and 
certification of EMS”. (Morrow et al., 2010, pp.169-170) 
2.12. Generation of the research questions 
Although there is evidence that the adoption of a collective environmental management scheme, 
such as the one developed by EMAS, can generate significant benefits for a tourism destination 
and all of the local enterprises, there has been little sign of the Greek SMEs intention to utilize 
this valuable tool. In theory, EMAS Easy MOVE-it! seems to be able to help SMEs to overcome 
(at least partly) some of the aforementioned drawbacks, mainly the implementation costs, since it 
promotes the allocation of expenses and it may also be subsidized under the current 
developmental law. It even offers various benefits to SMEs such as competitive advantage 
through differentiation, cooperation among SMEs (clusters) to better antagonize with the big 
companies and it also provisions the systematic certification for destinations. EMAS argues that 
one of the most important benefits associated with the adoption of its scheme by a tourism 
destination or a group of tourism enterprises, is that the different companies will not only share 
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the costs, but they will, in fact, learn to cooperate, listen to each other‟s problems and different 
points of view, share knowledge and ideas. This is what drew the researcher's attention, in order 
to determine the reasons why EMAS Easy MOVE-it! has not been implemented yet in Greek 
tourism, the needs of which it seems to fit perfectly. 
It is worth investigating why a touristic country by definition like Greece, which bases the 
attractiveness of its tourist products on the climatic conditions and the natural and cultural capital 
of the country (among others), is yet to take advantage of such a useful and prestigious tool, 
which has been tailor-made to suit the needs of tourism SMEs (they represent the vast majority 
of the Greek enterprises), is believed to generate numerous positive (financial and non-financial) 
outcomes, and has the support of a Governmental body with the stature of the European 
Commission. This research project aims at identifying and analyzing the most important factors 
which affect the adoption of “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” by Greek tourism enterprises as a 
collective certification scheme. What are the main reasons for the failure of the Greek tourism 
sector to utilize this tool and what would Greek tourism enterprises and destinations seek to 
achieve with their potential involvement in this project? In simple words, the dissertation is 
trying to determine the most important barriers and incentives for the adoption of “EMAS easy 
MOVE-IT!” in Greece. 
Chapter 3 Research Design 
3.1. Methodology 
For the purposes of the research, the researcher made the case study of a renowned, yet mature, 
Greek tourism destination. As part of the case study, the researcher collected primary data by 
conducting a survey at an important tourism destination in Greece, the Sithonian peninsula in 
Halkidiki. The survey aimed at approaching the decision makers, i.e. owners or general 
managers of the hotels in the particular destination, in order to document their opinions on the 
implementation of Environmental Management Systems in tourism, find out if they are aware of 
the EMAS easy MOVE-IT! project and, finally, to understand what holds them back from 
getting involved with the project and identify the potential incentives for their future 
involvement with it (a descriptive srvey). The data collection method chosen by the researcher 
was the self-administered questionnaire, mainly due to the fact that it is a direct and inexpensive 
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way to collect data. The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and an effort 
was also made to explain the relationships between some of the variables (descripto-explanatory 
research). 
Although the EMAS easy MOVE-IT project is targeted to all kinds of tourism enterprises, the 
researcher decided to limit the focus of the survey to a specific group of tourism enterprises, 
namely the hotels of the chosen destination, with sole requirement that they fall within the Small 
and Medium-sized Enterprises category. The rationale behind this decision is that, considering 
the absence of capable public bodies to perform destination management in Greece at the 
regional level, the hoteliers are usually the main decision makers when it comes to tourism 
planning, marketing and destination management in regions that are, by definition, touristic. The 
researcher makes the hypothesis that, in such regions in Greece, the accommodation sector is 
usually the most powerful and influential and that the hoteliers, when in consensus, are often 
able to influence the rest of the tourist enterprises of the region according to their way of 
thinking. It should be noted, that the survey did not target the entire accommodation sector of the 
area, but only the enterprises that ate legally licensed as hotels, due to the fact that these 
enterprises are easier to identify and get in contact with, better organized and more influential 
than the rest of their sector (bed & breakfasts, apartments, camps etc). 
The selection of the tourism destination where the research took place was an important decision, 
because it had to be a renowned destination (or geographic region), which relies greatly upon its 
natural attractions and environmental quality for the competitiveness of its tourist products and 
also where there are just enough hotels to form a solid sample, but not too many to make their 
cooperation for environmental management and branding of the destination impossible. For the 
multiplication of the positive benefits, the majority of the hotels in the destination should be 
Small and Medium-sized Enterprises and locally-owned as well. As a result, the urban Greek 
destinations were out of the question and the same stands for some island destinations such as 
Santorini, Rhodes and Crete, which are very well established destinations internationally with a 
great number of hotels, many of which are large resorts and often not locally owned. It is 
obvious that in such destinations it would be very difficult to bring the hotels owners and 
managers together under the same cause of protecting the environment, because the competition 
is fierce and the short-term financial benefits from such an effort and investment would be very 
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limited. On first thought, the island Thasos in the northern Aegean Sea and the municipality of 
Sithonia in the Halkidiki region seem to be some very reasonable options. After careful 
consideration, the researcher chose to conduct the survey at the latter destination, mainly due to 
the fact that it is a mature destination largely dominated by Small and Medium-sized Enterprises, 
that has been struggling to rejuvenate its touristic development, while also dealing with 
sustainability-related problems. Tourism in Sithonia has historically relied greatly upon the “Sun 
and Sea” tourist paradigm and the Western and Northern Europeans tourists - peoples who have 
generally developed considerable environmental consciousness.  
3.2. The questionnaire 
The researcher initially formulated a draft questionnaire that was presented to a small number of 
hoteliers by personal interview, in order to uncover potential problems and rooms for 
improvement. The initial questionnaire was a Macro-enabled Microsoft Word document written 
in Greek and was kept short and simple. It included a short description of the EMAS, EMAS 
easy and EMAS easy MOVE-IT! programs in the beginning, followed by three groups of 
questions. The first part included simple demographic (open-ended) questions to get the 
respondents started and to collect the necessary quantitative data for the hotels (number of beds, 
number of employees etc). The second part included some questions for the collection of 
qualitative data regarding the implementation of Environmental Management Systems in tourism 
in general and also the implementation of EMAS easy MOVE-IT! in particular.  
Most of the questions in the second part were closed-ended questions, including dichotomous 
questions (YES-NO) and multiple choice questions, but there were some open-ended questions 
as well (approximately 33%). Some of the dichotomous questions led to a set of further 
questions, according to the answer of the respondent, meaning that each respondent would not 
answer to all of the questions, because some of them would be excluded depending on whether 
he/she had answered YES or NO to the previous dichotomous question. It should be noted that 
this was not an accident, but intentionally planned by the researcher. All of the multiple choice 
questions allowed the selection of as many answers as the responded would like and included an 
"other" category, where the respondent was able to provide his/her own answer.  
The philosophy behind the formulation of this initial questionnaire was to get a deep insight of 
the respondents‟ thoughts and intentions regarding Environmental Management Systems in 
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tourism and the EMAS project, by avoiding to direct their answers as much as possible and 
providing them with plenty of freedom to express themselves (less structure). After presenting 
the questionnaire to a small number of hoteliers and receiving their feedback, it became clear that 
the first approach was overly ambitious and simplistic. The focus on qualitative (versus 
quantitative) data could not be was avoided, but the questionnaire was considered too short and 
most of the respondents seemed uneager to respond to the open-ended questions. Thus, a number 
of improvements were made. 
First of all, the total number of questions in the questionnaire was increased, but the proportion 
of open-ended questions was reduced significantly. Additionally more options were added to 
most of the multiple choice questions. The final version of the questionnaire was better 
structured and included three groups of questions. The first was identical to the initial version 
(demographics). The second part included questions regarding the implementation of 
Environmental Management Systems in tourism in general, followed by a short description of 
the EMAS, EMAS easy and EMAS easy MOVE-IT! programs, which was used as an 
introduction to the last part of questions, which included more specific questions regarding the 
implementation of EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. The vast majority of the questions in the second and 
third part were now dichotomous questions (YES-NO) and multiple choice questions, 
supplemented by a few open-ended questions, considerable less than before. 
Due to the relatively small number of hotels in the area, the researcher, at first, intended not to 
exclude any hotels from the targeted population, as previously defined. However, this was not 
possible, since individual internet databases were often incomplete and the information held 
about organisations in these databases was sometimes inaccurate; it was very difficult to identify 
with precision which lodging units met the requirements as set by the researcher, since many of 
them were classified as hotels, but were, in fact other kinds of accomodation, and others just did 
not fall within the Small and Medium-sized Enterprises category. At this point, it is worth 
mentioning that, since there were no financial data available for the companies, the only 
parameter that was considered to classify a hotel as an SME was the total number of employees. 
Considering the above, the researcher had to use his judgement in selecting the cases that would 
best enable him to meet the project‟s objectives. As a result, the purposive non-random sampling 
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was chosen and the targeted population was estimated to be approximately 110-130 hotels in the 
Sithonian peninsula (most accurate source: the Hellenic Chamber of Hotels).  
The final version of the questionnaire was meant to be self-administered by the respondents and 
it was initially e-mailed to as many hotels as possible. Very few of the recipients responded to 
the e-mail, which lead to a follow-up phone call -wherever possible- and a reminder e-mail to the 
ones that could not be reached by telephone (unreachable). The telephone interview was proven 
to be quite effective, since most of the people that were contacted seemed motivated to answer 
the questionnaire and many of them actually did. However, there were some people that never 
answered the questionnaire, despite further attempts to contact them either by another phone call 
or another e-mail. There was also a group of people that were not very comfortable with 
answering the questionnaire on their computer and sending it back via e-mail, so they were 
provided with alternatives, such as sending it via fax, or handling it personally. In some cases, 
the respondent had to be visited for personal interview or just for the collection of the 
questionnaire. In addition, a small number of the respondents did not meet the research 
requirements (SMEs, hotels) after completing the survey, so they were held ineligible to take part 
in it. 
Chapter 4 Data Analysis and Discussion 
The survey came up with 28 accepted questionnaires and the response rate was estimated at 
around 40%. It should be noted that, although the size of the collected sample may be considered 
small, it represents, in fact, approximately 21-26% of the estimated population (as previously 
defined). The researcher decided to analyze the data using mainly the statistical program SPSS, 
but Microsoft Excel was also used, in some cases, in order to provide more attractive illustrations 
of the results. The answers to the dichotomous questions were coded as 1 for YES and 2 for NO 
(numeric variables with two possible values) and the answers to the multiple choice questions 
were coded as 1 for selection of the answer and 0 for absence of selection (numeric variables 
with two possible values). All measures were nominal. Since the majority of the collected data 
were qualitative primary data, the use of descriptive statistical methods were found to be the 
most suitable to analyze the findings. In addition, an effort was made to explain the relationships 
between some of the independent variables and the answers to some dichotomous questions, 
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considered as the dependent variables. The independent variables were the number of employees 
at the hotel, the size of the hotel in beds and the star rating of the hotel and the dependent 
variables were the questions 1, 3 and 3Bb. 
4.1. Descriptive Statistics 
4.1.1. Demographics   
The descriptive statistics analysis showed that 32.1% of the hotels that participated in the survey 
were 2-star hotels, 28.6% of them were 3-star hotels, 25% were 4-star hotels, 10.7% were 5-star 
and just 3.6% were 1-star hotels, as seen below. 
 
Figure 2: Hotels per Category (star rating) (relative frequency) 
As far as the total number of employees is concerned, the hotel with the minimum number of 
employees had just 2 employees, while the maximum number of employees was 140. It should 
be noted that employees were counted in their full-time equivalent. This variable was very 
important to determine whether a respondent would fit the requirements of the sample, as set by 
the researcher. The mean of the sample was 31.25 employees per hotel, with a standard deviation 
of 34.99, which means that there were many hotels with significant variation in their employee 
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number from the mean value. The vast majority of the participating hotels (89.3%) had less than 
70 employees in total, as seen below. 78.6% of the hotels had less than 40 employees. 
 
Figure 3: Table of frequencies (number of employees) 
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Figure 4: Histogram of frequencies (number of employees) 
The next qualitative measure that was taken into account is the hotel size, measured in total 
number of beds in each hotel. The minimum hotel size of the respondents was found to be 32 
beds, while the maximum was found to be 600 beds. It should be noted that the number of total 
beds was considered a better measure than the number of total rooms, because it allows for more 
accurate comparisons. The number of rooms may sometimes be misleading, considering that a 
room might have 1, 2, 3 or more beds. The mean of the sample was estimated at 196.18 beds per 
hotel, with a standard deviation of 156.50, which means that there were many hotels with 
significant variation in their size from the mean value. A histogram depicting the frequency in 
which hotels appeared in the sample according to their size can be seen below. 
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Figure 5: Histogram of frequencies (number of beds) 
4.1.2. Questions (Part A) 
The introductory demographic questions of the questionnaire were followed by the first part of 
qualitative questions, regarding the adoption of environmental management systems, programs 
and schemes in general. The first question asked the respondents if they were aware of the 
existence of environmental management systems and certification programs in the tourism 
sector. 57.1% of the respondents answered yes, while the remaining 42.9% answered that they 
were not aware of such programs, as seen below. 
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Figure 6: Answers to question 1 
Given that they had answered yes to the first question, the second question asked the respondents 
which environmental management systems and certification programs they were aware of (open-
ended question). Most of the respondents knew the EU Ecolabel and some of them were also 
aware of the Green Key, Shmile, ISO 14001 and relacs.eu schemes. Their answers can be 
summarized in the following table. 
 
Figure 7: Answers to question 2 
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The third question asked the respondents if they are implementing any environmental 
management system and/or certification scheme at their hotel. The majority of the respondents 
answered NO (78.6%), however, the remaining 21.4% that are, actually, implementing an 
environmental management system or scheme is not to be overlooked. 
  
Figure 8: Answers to question 3 
Based on their answer to question three (YES or NO), the questionnaire would then direct the 
respondents to answer either one set of questions derived from a positive answer, or another set 
of questions derived from a negative answer. If they answered YES to question 3, they would 
then be asked to answer the questions 3Aa, 3Ab, 3Ac and 3Ad. If they answered NO to question 
3, they would then be asked to answer the questions 3Ba and 3Bb. At this point, it should be 
noted that, since only 21.4% (6 hotels) of the respondents answered that they are currently 
implementing an EMS, it is not very safe to use the results from questions 3Aa, 3Ab, 3Ac and 
3Ad to draw conclusions about the entire population. 
Question 3Aa, asked the respondents specifically which environmental management 
system/scheme(s) they are currently implementing at their hotel (open-ended). There were many 
different answers, with more common the program “relacs.eu”, which is only implemented by 
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two of the respondents, though. The answers to this question are summarized in the following 
table. 
 
Figure 9: Answers to question 3Aa 
Additionally, the question 3Ab asked the respondents which was their motivation to choose and 
implement this particular scheme (open-ended). The responses to this question were equally 
distributed among three answers, namely the Halkidiki Hotels Association, the municipality of 
Sithonia and the environmental awareness of the hotel‟s ownership/management. It is 
encouraging to see that public bodies, such as the municipality of Sithonia, and professional 
association, such as the Halkidiki Hotels Association, are making attempts to promote the 
adoption of environmental management tools by the hotels of the region. 
 
Figure 10: Answers to question 3Ab 
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The next question, 3Ac, was an attempt to determine the most common benefits associated with 
the adoption of an EMS. It was a multiple choice question with a last choice labeled “Other. 
Please explain”, were the respondents could provide their own answers. The respondents were 
allowed to choose as many answers as they wished. The aforementioned also stand for the rest of 
the multiple choice questions in the questionnaire. Most of the respondents answered that there 
were financial benefits (e.g. increase in sales, reduced costs for water-electricity-oil etc.) and also 
Branding/Marketing benefits (increased reliability and advertisement of the company) associated 
with the adoption of an EMS by their hotel. The frequency of all the answers can be seen below.  
 
Figure 11: Answers to question 3Ac 
The following question, 3Ad, was an attempt to identify the most common problems associated 
with the implementation of an EMS by the respondents. It was decided that this question should 
be open-ended, so that respondents would be able to express themselves freely. However, there 
were only 4 answers provided (out of the 6 hotels that are implementing an EMS), 3 of which 
mentioned the problem of the implementation costs, which is also documented in the relevant 
literature (as previously discussed). 
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Figure 12: Answers to question 3Ad 
78.6% of the respondents answered that they are currently not implementing any environmental 
management system and/or certification scheme at their hotel (NO to question 3), which lead 
them to answer the questions 3Ba and 3Bb. Question 3Ba was a multiple choice question that 
attempted to determine the main reasons/barriers that are preventing hoteliers from implementing 
an environmental management system/scheme/program. The most common answers that were 
given were cost (75% of the respondents), technical complexity (63%), implementation time 
(50%) and under-trained staff (41%).  The frequency of all provided answers may be found, in 
detail, below.  
 
Figure 13: Answers to question 3Ba 
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The following question, 3Bb, was the last question of the first part and it was a dichotomous 
question. It asked respondents whether they were planning to implement an environmental 
management system at their hotel in the future. 59.1% of the respondents answered YES with the 
remaining 40.9% answering NO. The answers to this question could be considered as very 
encouraging, however, the result should be treated with caution; given the fact that just 53.6% of 
the total respondents previously answered that they are aware of the existence of Environmental 
Management Systems. Note that the only respondents that were excluded from answering this 
question were the ones that are implementing an EMS, which obviously means that they are 
aware of them. 
 
Figure 14: Answers to question 3Bb 
4.1.3. Questions (Part B) 
After providing a short description of the three EMAS programs, the questionnaire proceeds with 
a number of more specific questions concerning the implementation of collective environmental 
management schemes and the implementation of EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. Question four asked 
the respondents whether they were aware of any programs/schemes for the collective 
certification of tourism enterprises within a touristic region. Not to the researcher‟s surprise, all 
of the respondents answered in a negative fashion. 
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The next question (question 5) asked the respondents, whether their hotel is currently 
participating in any collective certification program/scheme for tourism enterprises. Given that 
none of the respondents was aware of such programs, as previously mentioned, it is obvious that 
none of the hotels is participating in such a scheme either.  
 
Figure 15: Answers to question 4 
 
Figure 16: Answers to question 5 
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According to their answer to question five, the respondents were supposed to answer one of two 
follow-up questions (5A or 5B). However, since none of the respondents answered positively to 
question five, there were no answers provided for question 5A. Question 5B was a multiple 
choice question that attempted to determine the main reasons/barriers that are preventing 
hoteliers from implementing a collective environmental management scheme/program. The most 
common answers that were given were cost (64.3% of the respondents), technical complexity 
(50%), cooperation with other hotels and enterprises (50%), implementation time (39.3%) and 
under-trained staff (32.1%). The frequency of all provided answers may be found, in detail, 
below. 
 
Figure 17: Answers to question 5B 
Question six then asked respondents what their motivation would be (what they would expect to 
gain) to participate in such a collective certification program. It was a multiple choice question 
with most common answers the Branding/Marketing potential for the hotel that participates in 
the scheme (78.6% of the respondents chose this answer), the reduced operational costs 
associated with participation to the scheme (60.7%) and the Branding/Marketing potential for the 
region (60.7%). Better cooperation with the hotels and enterprises of the region and access to 
capital were also found to be significant motives for the respondents (36% and 29% 
accordingly). 
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Figure 18: Answers to question 6 
What followed was a set of three questions regarding awareness of the three EMAS programs. 
The respondents were asked whether he was familiar with EMAS (question 7A), EMAS easy 
(7B) and EMAS easy MOVE-IT! (7C). Just two of the respondents answered that they were 
familiar with EMAS and just one of them was familiar with EMAS easy. However, even these 
small numbers constitute an oxymoron, since none of the respondents mentioned the EMAS 
program, when asked which EMS they are aware of (question 2). Finally, none of the 
respondents was familiar with EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. 
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Figure 19: Answers to question 7A 
 
Figure 20: Answers to question 7B 
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Figure 21: Answers to question 7C 
Question, 8 was a dichotomous question that asked respondents whether their enterprise would 
be willing to participate in the “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” program in the future. The vast 
majority of the respondents (89.3%) answered YES with just the remaining (10.7%) answering 
NO. This result is very encouraging; however, it should be treated with caution, given the fact 
that none of the respondents was aware of the existence of EMAS easy MOVE-IT, prior to their 
participation in this survey.  
 
Figure 22: Answers to question 8 
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According to their answer to question eight, the respondents were now supposed to answer one 
of two follow-up questions (8A or 8B). On one hand, a positive answer would lead them to 
question 8A, which was similar to question six and asked the respondents of their expected 
benefits from future participation in EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. It was a multiple choice question 
with most common answers the Branding/Marketing potential for the hotel that participates in 
the scheme (88.5% of the respondents chose this answer), better cooperation with the 
International Tour Operators (69.2%), reduced operational costs as a result of the scheme 
(65.4%), the Branding/Marketing potential for the region (65.4%) and, finally, better cooperation 
with the hotels and enterprises of the region (50%). Access to capital was also considered to be 
an important benefit for the respondents (30.8%). On the other hand, a negative answer to 
question 8, would lead them to question 8B regarding the main reasons they would not be willing 
to participate in EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. Since there were only 3 such answers, it is not safe to 
draw conclusions from question 8B about the entire population.  
 
Figure 23: Answers to question 8B 
4.2. Inductive Statistics 
As a further step in the data analysis, the researcher implemented inductive statistical methods, in 
an attempt to find correlations and relationships between some independent variables and the 
some of the dependent variables of the survey. The independent variables that were selected to 
take part in the analysis were the number of employees at the hotel, the size of the hotel in beds 
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and the star rating of the hotel and the dependent variables that were chosen were the answers to 
the dichotomous questions 1, 3 and 3Bb. The answers to these questions were relatively evenly 
distributed (compared to the rest of the dichotomous questions were there was always a dominant 
answer) and they were considered the only ones that it would make sense to investigate if they 
are somehow related to the independent variables. The method that was used for the test is 
described below. 
Initially the researcher formulated the null hypothesis that one particular independent variables 
and one particular dependent variable are not related. As a result, the alternative hypothesis that 
the two particular variables are related was formulated. The one way ANOVA test was 
implemented (Analyze – Compare Means – One way ANOVA) on the statistical program SPSS, 
with a 5% significance level. The column “Sig.” of the resulting table was then used to determine 
whether the two variables are correlated or not. If the significance level from the resulting table 
was found to be bigger than the chosen (5%), the null hypothesis would be applied, meaning that 
the two variables are not related. This test was performed for all the possible combinations 
between the aforementioned dependent and independent variables. 
It should be mentioned, that in order to implement this particular method, each of the 
independent variables had to be transformed into a new variable, where the observations were 
grouped into three categories, so that the measure of the new variable would be “scale”(the test 
ANOVA among variables with nominal measures is not possible). The three categories were 
given the values 1, 2 and 3 respectively, which made it possible to have more than 5 observations 
for each value, given the small size of the sample. The researcher made use of the command 
“recode into different variables” to achieve the above. (Transform – Recode into diffefrent 
variables).  
The new variable for the number of beds grouped the observations in such a way that each of the 
groups would have similar number of observations: 
 1: 0-99 beds (10 hotels included) 
 2: 100-200 beds (9  hotels) 
 3: 201 and above (9 hotels) 
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The new variable for the number of employees grouped the observations according to the 
classification of the European Union for micro, small and medium enterprises: 
 1: 0-9 employees (10 hotels included) 
 2: 10-49 employees (12 hotels) 
 3: 50-250 employees (6 hotels) 
The new variable for the star-rating of the hotels grouped the observations in such a way that 
each of the groups would have similar number of observations: 
 1: 1-2 stars (10 hotels included) 
 2: 3 stars (8 hotels included) 
 3: 4 stars and above (10 hotels included) 
 
In addition to the ANOVA test, a Post Hoc test was also performed in each case. The Bonferroni 
method was used to make comparisons among the three categories in which the observations 
were grouped for each independent variable, in relation to their correlation to the dependent 
variable (Sig column). 
After the implementation of all the one way ANOVA tests the results showed significant 
correlations only between the variable “number of beds” and the question 3Bb. In this case, the 
ANOVA analysis resulted in a 0.049 number in the column sig. which is less than the set 
significance level (5%), thus supporting the alternative hypothesis that the two variables are 
correlated.  
 
Figure 24: One way ANOVA between 3Bb and number of beds 
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Figure 25: Post Hoc Bonferroni Test between 3Bb and number of beds 
 
This could be interpreted as that the size of the hotel in beds (according to the aforementioned 
categorization) may influence the future implementation of an EMS (F=3.538, p<0.05). The 
relationship is believed to be generally positive (the higher the number of beds at a hotel, the 
more likely it is to implement an EMS), however the precise relationship could not be estimated 
by the results of the Post Hoc test. No significant correlations were found among the rest of the 
combinations between the chosen independent and dependent variables. The results of the 
ANOVA and Post Hoc analysis can be found in the Appendix. 
Chapter 5 Conclusions and Recommendations 
In the first two chapters the researcher critically presented and discussed the existing academic 
literature with regard to sustainable tourism and environmental management in tourism. The 
focus of the literature review has been on the definition and characteristics of tourism and its 
interaction with the natural environment, with emphasis on the role of Small and Medium-sized 
Enterprises and Environmental Management Systems. The penetration level of EMAS in the 
Greek tourism market and other European markets was also investigated, in order to prove that 
the particular scheme is yet to be utilized by the Greek enterprises. In the third and fourth 
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chapter, the researcher provided a detailed explanation of the methods and techniques that were 
employed to design and conduct the research, before providing an in-depth presentation of the 
survey‟s findings, as provided by the statistical analysis of the data that was collected via the 
questionnaires. In this final chapter of the thesis, the researcher attempts to make use of the 
findings of his research, in order to draw logical conclusions and make useful suggestions for 
further research. 
First of all, it should be noted that, although the size of the sample is small in absolute terms, it 
represents a large proportion (21-26%) of the researched population. However, the small size of 
the sample, as an absolute number, did, in fact, create some problems in the implementation of 
the statistical analysis and the inference of results to the entire population, since there were some 
answers of the questionnaire that had very little to no occurrence. As mentioned in the previous 
chapter, the survey included ten 1-star or 2-star hotels, eight 2-star hotels and ten 4-star and 5-
star hotels, which shows that the there was almost equal distribution of the hotels within these 
three categories. This did not happen intentionally, but was a happy coincidence, nonetheless. 
We may take this result as indicative of the entire population and conclude that Sithonia has 
almost equal number of hotels in these three categories, with the 3-star hotels possibly being 
somewhat less. In addition, we saw that the majority of companies (78.6%) in the sample had 
less than 40 employees, which allows us to infer that most of hotels in the region are small or 
micro enterprises. It is probably a safe conclusion to draw for the majority of Greek tourism 
destinations. 
More importantly, the research provided some straightforward results regarding the 
implementation of Environmental Management Systems by hotels of the region and the 
implementation of EMAS easy MOVE-IT!, in particular. Only half of the respondents were 
aware of the existence of environmental management systems, programs or labels, with the EU 
Ecolabel being the most well-known, while just two out of ten hotels were found to have already 
adopted such a tool. These results indicate that there is a significant information gap within the 
Greek tourism sector, when it comes to environmental management systems and similar tools; it 
seems that a big proportion of the Greek hotels do not even know that such tools exist. As a 
result, the implementation of these tools by Greek hotels is a rare phenomenon, usually 
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motivated by either the coincidental environmental awareness of a hotel owner or the individual 
efforts of a local public body or professional association to promote a particular program. 
However, the few hotels that had already adopted an environmental management tool, confirmed 
the main benefits that are also mentioned in the literature. Among the most reported benefits 
were financial benefits, such as increased sales and reduced operating costs, and 
Branding/Marketing benefits, such as increased reliability and advertisement of the company. 
Furthermore, despite the small amount of answers to this question, the respondents also 
confirmed the literature by indicating the high implementation costs as the main problem they 
had to overcome when implementing the environmental management system or tool. Moving on 
to the main preventing reasons for the implementation of environmental management tools, the 
respondents answered the obvious: they cost a lot, they are complicated/difficult to implement 
and their implementation requires a significant amount time and well-trained staff. In the end of 
the day, the expected benefits seemed to overcome the counter-motives, since almost 60% of the 
respondents answered that the implementation of an EMS is included in the future plans of their 
company. 
Moving on to the results from the questions about collective certification schemes, the very first 
observation that has to be made is that none of the respondents was aware that such schemes 
exist. This is a very discouraging result, which most probably allows us to conclude that lack of 
awareness is the first and foremost reason for the non-utilization of EMAS easy MOVE-IT! in 
the particular destination and probably in the rest of the Greek tourism market as well. It goes 
without saying that none of the participating hotels was part of such a collective certification 
program, including EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. In fact only two of the respondents were familiar 
with EMAS and only one was familiar with EMAS easy, but even these few positive answers are 
debatable, since none of the respondents had previously mentioned the EMAS program, when 
asked which EMS they are aware of (perhaps they found out about them during this survey).  
The survey provided additional reasons for the non-participation of local hotels in collective 
certification scheme, such as EMAS easy MOVE-IT!, the most important being the high 
associated cost, the technical complexity associated with the implementation of the program and 
difficulties in cooperating with other SMEs towards the implementation of such a program. The 
first two reasons have often been mentioned in the literature; however, since EMAS easy 
 52 | P a g e  
 
MOVE-IT! claims to overcome these two issues, the results indicate that either this assumption 
(that EMAS easy MOVE-IT! is cheap and simple) is false, or that the respondents were not 
aware of the advantages EMAS easy MOVE-IT! has over other collective certification schemes. 
The discussion in the previous paragraph proves that the latter hypothesis is true, since none of 
the respondents was aware of this scheme. Still, this does not prove that the first hypothesis in 
not true, as well.  
Coming back to the main reasons for non-participation in a collective certification scheme, it is 
worth mentioning that the third reason is often overlooked, despite being of huge importance, 
especially for a country like Greece. As previously mentioned, the Greek economy, as well as its 
tourism sector, is largely dominated by SMEs, which often struggle to compete against large 
corporations. Collective certification schemes such as EMAS easy MOVE-IT!, provide an 
opportunity for SMEs to join their forces under the umbrella of a well-established brand, in order 
to become more competitive by reducing costs and increasing the quality and attractiveness of 
their products and services. However, SMEs often find it difficult to cooperate with each other, 
due to different business philosophies, inner competition and often personal rivalries of the 
owners/managers. The findings of this research indicate that this might be the case for the 
researched population and perhaps for the majority of the Greek tourism destinations, at least 
when it comes to the adoption of collective environmental certification schemes.  
The previous assumption might lose some of its credibility, if we consider the fact that almost 
90% of the respondents to the survey answered that they would be willing to participate in 
EMAS easy MOVE-IT!. This result is very encouraging, but it is in contrast with one of the main 
reasons given by the respondents for not participating in a collective certification scheme. Also, 
the Branding/Marketing potential for the hotel that participates in the scheme, better cooperation 
with the International Tour Operators, reduced operational costs, the Branding/Marketing 
potential for the region and, finally, better cooperation with the hotels and enterprises of the 
region were highlighted as the most common expected benefits from future participation in the 
EMAS easy MOVE-IT! project.  
The second part of the data analysis, with the use of inductive statistics and the ANOVA test, 
was not able to indicate the existence of any significant relationships between the independent 
variables “number of employees”, “size of the hotel in beds” and “star rating of the hotel” and 
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their answer to some of the dichotomous questions, despite, perhaps, one case.  The test ANOVA 
indicated the existence of a somewhat significant correlation between the independent variable 
“size of hotel in beds” and the answer to the question “Do the future plans of your company 
include the implementation of an environmental management system?” (F=3.538, p<0.05). The 
relationship is believed to be generally positive, however the precise relationship could not be 
estimated by the Post Hoc test.  
The failure of the inductive statistical analysis to come up with significant proof of correlations 
between the aforementioned variables does not necessary mean that there are none. The small 
size of the sample in absolute terms, is considered a significant drawback for the success of this 
kind of analysis, so future researchers are encouraged to attempt similar kinds of analysis on 
bigger samples. The descriptive part of the research should also be more reliable in the case of 
larger sample, but in this case a number of limitations applied, as previously mentioned.  
All in all, the researcher believes that the Greek tourism sector could benefit largely from the 
adoption of EMAS easy MOVE-I!, because it has the potential to increase the competitiveness of 
its products and it may also be able to teach the Greek tourism SMEs how much they could 
benefit from collaborative competition. Learning how to cooperate in a competitive environment 
may be one of the most important lessons for tourism SMEs, which are often very vulnerable 
against large corporations, and it also has the potential to be decisive for the future prosperity of 
the tourism destination and the local communities themselves. There is little doubt that the Greek 
society will benefit from enhanced collaboration and environmental management too. 
Considering the above, tourism enterprises and local communities -but NGOs and the Greek 
government as well- should be interested in finding out why they have been unable to take 
advantage of this tool, since it is obvious that either they are doing something wrong or the 
implementation of this tool is not as simple and/or as beneficial as it seems to be. I believe that 
the organizations and the people who have developed and are promoting this tool at European 
level, would also like to know why it is yet to become popular in Greece. It may help them to 
understand why it has not been extensively adopted in other European counties as well and it 
may also lead to the generation of ideas on how to improve the scheme or make it more attractive 
for Greek and other European tourism destinations and enterprises in the future. 
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This research study has concluded that, although the vast majority of the Greek tourism SMEs 
would be attracted by the idea of participating in a scheme like EMAS, they are significantly 
under-informed and, as a result, biased regarding these kind of programs. In addition, Greek 
SMEs tend to have problems cooperating with each other, which might be an important barrier 
for the initiation and successful implementation of such a program, at least in the beginning. 
These findings may apply to other touristic European countries similar to Greece; thus, it is 
strongly advised that the responsible bodies take the findings of this study under serious 
consideration and undertake further measures to make sure that EMAS easy MOVE-IT! will 
reach the ears of SMEs and provide them with the appropriate motives and guidance to 
implement the program. The field of collective environmental certification schemes in tourism 
lacks in research, so the researcher hopes that this study will simulate further research and 
encourage future researchers to contribute to the field. 
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Appendices 
Final version of the questionnaire in Greek 
Ζρευνα του Διεθνοφσ Πανεπιςτημίου Ελλάδοσ ςχετικά με το branding 
τουριςτικών προοριςμών. 
Το παρόν ερωτθματολόγιο δθμιουργικθκε ςτο πλαίςιο ζρευνασ που διεξάγουν μεταπτυχιακοί 
φοιτθτζσ από το Διεκνζσ Πανεπιςτιμιο Ελλάδοσ για τθν απόκτθςθ του μεταπτυχιακοφ τίτλου MSc in 
Sustainable Development (Αειφόροσ Ανάπτυξθ). Η ζρευνα εςτιάηει ςτο πρόγραμμα πιςτοποίθςθσ 
“EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” που ζχει αναπτυχκεί από τθν Ευρωπαϊκι Κομιςςιόν. Το εν λόγω πρόγραμμα 
μπορεί να ωφελιςει ιδιαίτερα τισ Μικρζσ και Μεςαίεσ Επιχειρθςεισ (ΜΜΕσ) ςτον τουριςμό, μειϊνοντασ 
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τα ζξοδα τουσ και αυξάνοντασ τισ πωλιςεισ τουσ. Παρζχει ςυλλογικι περιβαλλοντικι πιςτοποίθςθ και 
branding/marketing ενόσ τουριςτικοφ προοριςμοφ, τα οποία ςυμβάλλουν ςτθν αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία 
των τοπικϊν τουριςτικϊν προϊόντων και υπθρεςιϊν ςτισ Ευρωπαικζσ και Διεκνείσ αγορζσ. Ακόμα, το 
πρόγραμμα επιδζχεται επιδότθςθσ υπό τον τρζχοντα αναπτυξιακό νόμο και επωφελεί ιδιαίτερα τισ 
ςυμμετζχουςεσ επιχειριςεισ με τον επιμεριςμό των ςτακερϊν τουσ εξόδων. Σκοπόσ τθσ ζρευνασ είναι 
να διαπιςτϊςει τισ γνϊςεισ και τισ ςτάςεισ των ξενοδόχων ςχετικά με τα προγράμματα περιβαλλοντικισ 
διαχείριςθσ και πιςτοποίθςθσ ςτον τουριςμό, και πιο ςυγκεκριμζνα ςχετικά με το πρόγραμμα “EMAS 
Easy MOVE-IT!”. 
Η ςυμπλθρωςθ του ερωτθματολογίου γινεται ανϊνυμα και οι απαντιςεισ ςασ δεν κα γνωςτοποικοφν 
ςε κανζναν. Όλεσ οι απαντιςεισ που κα δϊςετε κεωρείται πωσ εκφράηουν προςωπικζσ απόψεισ και 
πεποικιςεισ και κα παραμείνουν εμπιςτευτικζσ. Η ςυμμετοχι ςασ είναι ιδιαίτερα ςθμαντικι για τθν 
επιτυχι ολοκλιρωςθ τθσ εργαςίασ.  
Α. Δημογραφικά ΢τοιχεία: 
Όνομα (προαιρετικά):   
Θζςθ/πόςτο ςτο ξενοδοχείο:  
Επωνυμία ξενοδοχείου:   
Μζγεκοσ ξενοδοχείου (κρεβάτια):    
Συνολικόσ αρικμόσ εργαηομζνων (αντιςτοίχθςθ ςε εργαηόμενουσ πλιρθσ απαςχόλθςθσ):  
Νομικι μορφι εταιρίασ:  
Β. Ερωτήςεισ (΢κζλοσ Α) 
1) Είςτε ενιμεροσ για τθν φπαρξθ πιςτοποιθμζνων Συςτθμάτων Περιβαλλοντικισ Διαχείριςθσ  ςτον 
τουριςμό?       
2) Αν ναι, ποιά γνωρίηετε?   
 
3) Αυτό τον καιρό το ξενοδοχείο ςασ εφαρμόηει κάποιο Σφςτθμα Περιβαλλοντικισ Διαχείριςθσ? 
         
 
A. Αν απαντιςατε ναι, παρακαλϊ απαντιςτε ςτισ παρακάτω ερωτιςεισ: (αν απαντιςατε όχι, 
τότε περάςτε κατευκείαν ςτθν ερϊτθςθ Β) 
 
a. Ποιό ςφςτθμα περιβαλλοντικισ διαχείριςθσ εφαρμόηει το ξενοδοχείο ςασ? 
ΝΑΙ ΟΧΙ
ΝΑΙ ΟΧΙ
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b. Πϊσ παρακινικθκε το ξενοδοχείο για να επιλζξει/εφαρμόςει το ςυγκεκριμζνο 
ςφςτθμα? 
 
 
c. Ποιά είναι τα οφζλθ για τθν επιχείρθςθ ςασ από τθν εφαρμογι του ςυγκεκριμζνου 
ςυςτιματοσ? (μπορείτε να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία απαντιςεισ) 
i. Οικονομικά οφζλθ (π.χ. αφξθςθ πωλιςεων, μειωμζνα κόςτθ για 
νερό-ρεφμα-πετρζλαιο κτλ) 
ii. Branding/Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) 
iii. Πρόςβαςθ ςε κεφάλαιο/επιδοτιςεισ 
iv. Μειωμζνο ρίςκο  
v. Άλλο. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε:   
 
d. Ποιά είναι τα προβλιματα που αντιμετϊπιςε το ξενοδοχείο ςτο παρελκόν ςε ςχζςθ 
με το ςυγκεκριμζνο Σφςτθμα Περιβαλλοντικισ Διαχείριςθσ?   
 
B. Αν απαντιςατε όχι (ςτθν ερϊτθςθ 3), απαντιςτε ςτισ παρακάτω ερωτιςεισ:  
 
a. Ποιοί είναι, κατά τθ γνϊμθ ςασ, οι βαςικοί λόγοι/τα εμπόδια για τθν μθ εφαρμογι 
ενόσ Συςτιματοσ Περιβαλλοντικισ Διαχείριςθσ από το ξενοδοχείο ςασ? (μπορείτε 
να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία απαντιςεισ) 
i. Κόςτοσ (είναι πολφ ακριβά) 
ii. Χρόνοσ (θ εφαρμογι του απαιτεί αρκετό χρόνο, τον οποίο δεν 
ζχουμε τθν πολυτζλεια να διακζςουμε) 
iii. Η εφαρμογι τουσ είναι αρκετά δφςκολθ/πολφπλοκθ (τεχνικά) 
iv. Η επιχείρθςθ δεν διακζτει προςωπικό με τισ καταλλθλεσ γνϊςεισ 
για τθν εφαρμογι ενόσ τζτοιου ςυςτιματοσ 
v. Η διοίκθςθ του ξενοδοχείου δεν ενδιαφζρεται για τζτοιου είδουσ 
προγράμματα 
vi. Δεν είχαμε ποτζ χρόνο να αςχολθκοφμε με τζτοιου είδουσ 
προγράμματα 
vii. Άλλοσ λόγοσ. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε:  
 
b. Η εφαρμογι ενόσ Συςτιματοσ Περιβαλλοντικισ Διαχείριςθσ βρίςκεται ςτα 
μελλοντικα ςχζδια τθσ επιχείρθςθσ ςασ?    ΝΑΙ ΟΧΙ
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΢υνοπτική περιγραφή των EMAS, EMAS easy και EMAS Easy MOVE-IT! 
EMAS: Το “κοινοτικό ςφςτθμα οικολογικισ διαχείριςθσ και ελζγχου” (Eco-Management and Audit 
Scheme) είναι ζνα εκελοφςιο εργαλείο περιβαλλοντικισ διαχείριςθσ που αναπτφχκθκε από τθν 
Ευρωπαϊκι Κομιςςιόν για να βοθκιςει εταιρίεσ και άλλουσ οργανιςμόυσ να εκτιμιςουν, να 
διαχειριςτοφν και να βελτιϊςουν τισ περιβαλλοντικζσ τουσ επιδόςεισ.  
Σο EMAS easy είναι μια απλουςτευμζνθ μζκοδοσ για τθν εφαρμογι ςυςτιματοσ περιβαλλοντικισ 
διαχείριςθσ, ειδικά ςχεδιαςμζνθ για μικρομεςαίεσ επιχειριςεισ. Χρθςιμοποιϊντασ απλά εργαλεία, οι 
μικρομεςαίεσ επιχειριςεισ διευκολφνονται ςτθν υιοκζτθςθ ενόσ Σφςτθματοσ Περιβαλλοντικισ 
Διαχείριςθσ (ΣΠΔ) και ςτθ ςυνζχεια μποροφν να γραφτοφν ςτο EMAS ι/και να πιςτοποιθκοφν κατά ISO 
14001. Οι περιβαλλοντικοί ςτόχοι και τα ςχζδια δράςθσ είναι κομμζνα και ραμμζνα ςτθν 
πραγματικότθτα και τισ δυνατότθτεσ τθσ εκάςτοτε εταιρίασ. Οι ενζργειεσ αυτζσ ειναι εναρμονιςμζνεσ 
και με τα κριτιρια εφαρμογισ του Green Key και του European Ecolabel. 
Σο EMAS Easy MOVE-IT! ομαδοποιεί μικρομεςαίεσ επιχειριςεισ μιασ περιοχισ, ο οποίεσ ανικουν όλεσ 
ςτον τουριςμό , ςχθματίηοντασ μια αλυςίδα. Η αλυςίδα αυτι, και επομζνωσ και θ ομάδα επιχειριςεων, 
αποτελεί ζνα ανταγωνιςτικό πακζτο τουριςτικϊν υπθρεςιϊν, που ςυνδζει πολιτιςτικζσ, οικονομικζσ, 
οικολογικζσ και κοινωνικζσ πτυχζσ με τθν αντίςτοιχθ προςτικζμενθ αξία τουσ. Το “MOVE-IT!” μοντζλο 
ςυνδυάηει τθν εκπαίδευςθ και κακοδιγθςθ μικρομεςαίων επιχειριςεων ςε ομάδεσ με τθν απλι 
μεκοδολογία του EMAS easy. Αυτό μειϊνει το κόςτοσ για τθ ςυμβουλευτικι και τθν εφαρμογι του 
προγράμματοσ και δθμιουργεί ζνα δθμιουργικό περιβάλλον για τθν ανταλλαγι καλϊνπρακτικϊν.  
Κφρια οφζλθ: 
1) Απλι και γριγορθ εφαρμογι (λιγότερο από 1 μινα) 
2) Οικονομικά οφζλθ: θ ςυλλογικι εκπαίδευςθ και κακοδιγθςθ των επιχειριςεων που 
ςυμμετζχουν μειϊνει τα κόςτθ για ςυμβουλευτικι και πιςτοποίθςθ 
3) Branding και marketing του προοριςμοφ/τθσ περιοχισ: Το δίκτυο πιςτοποιθμζνων 
μικρομεςαίων επιχειριςεων μιασ περιοχισ μπορεί να χρθςιμοποιιςει τθν πιςτοποίθςθ για τθν 
επικοινωνία και τθν διαφιμιςθ των τοπικϊν τουριςτικϊν προϊόντων και υπθρεςιϊν.  
4) Συνεργαςία τοπικϊν φορζων και επιχειριςεων, ανταλλαγι γνϊςεων, τεχνικϊν και πρακτικϊν, 
βελτίωςθ των ατομικϊν ικανοτιτων των ςυμμετεχόντων 
ΕΡΩΣΗ΢ΕΙ΢ (΢ΚΕΛΟ΢ Β) 
4) Είςτε ενιμεροσ για τθν φπαρξθ προγραμμάτων ςυλλογικισ πιςτοποίθςθσ για ομάδεσ τουριςτικϊν 
επιχειριςεων που βρίςκονται ςτθν ίδια περιοχι? Αν ναι, ποιά γνωρίηετε? 
 
5) Το ξενοδοχείο ςασ ςυμμετζχει ςε κάποιο τζτοιο πρόγραμμα?   
 
ΝΑΙ ΟΧΙ
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A. Αν απαντιςατε ναι, ποιά είναι τα οφζλθ για τθν επιχείρθςθ ςασ από τθν ςυμμετοχι ςτο 
ςυγκεκριμζνο προγράμμα? (μπορείτε να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία απαντιςεισ) 
i. Οικονομικά οφζλθ (π.χ. αφξθςθ πωλιςεων, μειωμζνα κόςτθ για νερό-
ρεφμα-πετρζλαιο κτλ) 
ii. Branding / Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) τησ εταιρίασ  
iii. Branding / Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) τησ περιοχήσ/ 
του τουριςτικοφ προοριςμοφ 
iv. Πρόςβαςθ ςε κεφάλαιο/επιδοτιςεισ 
v. Συνεργαςία με άλλα ξενοδοχεία και τουριςτικζσ επιχειριςεισ τισ περιοχισ 
vi. Μειωμζνο ρίςκο  
vii. Άλλο. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε:  
 
B. Αν απαντιςατε όχι (ςτθν ερϊτθςθ 5), ποιοί είναι οι κφριοι λόγοι που το ξενοδοχείο ςασ δεν 
ςυμμετζχει ςε ζνα τζτοιο πρόγραμμα? (μπορείτε να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία 
απαντιςεισ) 
i. Κόςτοσ (είναι πολφ ακριβά) 
ii. Χρόνοσ (θ εφαρμογι του απαιτεί αρκετό χρόνο, τον οποίο δεν ζχουμε τθν 
πολυτζλεια να διακζςουμε) 
iii. Η εφαρμογι τουσ είναι αρκετά δφςκολθ/πολφπλοκθ (τεχνικά) 
iv. Η επιχείρθςθ δεν διακΖτει προςωπικό με τισ καταλλθλεσ γνϊςεισ για τθν 
εφαρμογι ενόσ τζτοιου προγράμματοσ 
v. Η διοίκθςθ του ξενοδοχείου δεν ενδιαφζρεται για τζτοιου είδουσ 
προγράμματα 
vi. Δεν είχαμε ποτζ χρόνο να αςχολθκοφμε με τζτοιου είδουσ προγράμματα 
vii. Πιςτεφω οτι είναι πολφ δφςκολο να ζχουμε μια επιτυχθμζνθ ςυνεργαςία με 
άλλα ξενοδοχεία και τουριςτικζσ επιχειριςεισ για τθν εφαρμογι ενόσ 
τζτοιου ςυλλογικοφ προγράμματοσ 
viii. Άλλοσ λόγοσ. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε:  
 
6) Τι κα περιμζνατε να κερδίςει το ξενοδοχείο ςασ από ζνα τζτοιο πρόγραμμα ςυλλογικισ 
πιςτοποίθςθσ προκειμζνου θ επιχείρθςθ ςασ να είναι πρόκυμθ να ςυμμετάςχει ςε αυτό? (μπορείτε 
να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία απαντιςεισ) 
i. Μειωμζνα κόςτθ (π.χ. για νερό, ρεφμα,πετρζλαιο κτλ) 
ii. Πρόςβαςθ ςε κεφάλαιο/επιδοτιςεισ 
iii. Branding / Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) τησ εταιρίασ 
iv. Branding / Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) τησ περιοχήσ/ 
του τουριςτικοφ προοριςμοφ  
v. Καλφτερθ ςυνεργαςία (προτίμθςθ του ξενοδοχείου) με τουσ Διεκνείσ Tour 
Operators 
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vi. Καλφτερθ ςυνεργαςία με τα άλλα ξενοδοχεία και τισ τουριςτικζσ 
επιχειριςεισ τθσ περιοχισ 
vii. Άλλο. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε:  
 
 
7) Είςτε εξοικειωμζνοσ με τα παρακάτω Ευρωπαϊκά προγράμματα: 
A. EMAS (κοινοτικό ςφςτθμα οικολογικισ διαχείριςθσ και ελζγχου)?     
B. EMAS-easy για μικρομεςαίεσ επιχειριςεισ?      
C. EMAS Easy MOVE-IT!, για ςυλλογικι πιςτοποίθςθ μικρομεςαίων  
επιχειριςεων ςτον τουριςμό?   
 
8) Πιςτεφετε ότι θ επιχείρθςθ ςασ κα ιταν πρόκυμθ να ςυμμετάςχει ςτο μζλλον ςτο πρόγραμμα 
“EMAS easy MOVE-IT!”?   
 
A. Αν απαντιςατε ναι, τι κα περιμζνατε να κερδίςει το ξενοδοχείο ςασ από τθ ςυμμετοχι του 
ςτο ςυγκεκριμζνο πρόγραμμα? (μπορείτε να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία απαντιςεισ) 
i. Μειωμζνα κόςτθ (π.χ. για νερό, ρεφμα,πετρζλαιο κτλ) 
ii. Πρόςβαςθ ςε κεφάλαιο/επιδοτιςεισ 
iii. Branding και Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) του 
ξενοδοχείου 
iv. Branding και Μάρκετινγκ (αυξθμζνθ αξιοπιςτία και διαφιμιςθ) τθσ 
περιοχισ/του τουριςτικοφ προοριςμοφ  
v. Καλφτερθ ςυνεργαςία (προτίμθςθ του ξενοδοχείου) με τουσ Διεκνείσ Tour 
Operators 
vi. Καλφτερθ ςυνεργαςία με τα άλλα ξενοδοχεία και τισ τουριςτικζσ 
επιχειριςεισ τθσ περιοχισ 
vii. Άλλο. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε:  
 
B. Αν απαντιςατε όχι, ποιοί είναι οι κφριοι λόγοι που θ επιχείρθςθ ςασ δεν κα ιταν πρόκυμθ 
να ςυμμετάςχει ςε αυτό το πρόγραμμα? (μπορείτε να επιλζξετε περιςςότερεσ από μία 
απαντιςεισ) 
i. Κόςτοσ (είναι πολφ ακριβό) 
ii. Χρόνοσ (θ εφαρμογι του απαιτεί αρκετό χρόνο, τον οποίο δεν ζχουμε τθν 
πολυτζλεια να διακζςουμε) 
iii. Η εφαρμογι του είναι αρκετά δφςκολθ/πολφπλοκθ (τεχνικά) 
iv. Η επιχείρθςθ δεν διακζτει προςωπικό με τισ καταλλθλεσ γνϊςεισ για τθν 
εφαρμογι του προγράμματοσ 
v. Η διοίκθςθ του ξενοδοχείου δεν ενδιαφζρεται για τζτοιου είδουσ 
προγράμματα 
vi. Δεν ζχουμε τον απαιτοφμενο χρόνο για να αςχολθκοφμε με το πρόγραμμα 
ΝΑΙ ΟΧΙ
ΝΑΙ
ΝΑΙ
ΟΧΙ
ΟΧΙ
ΟΧΙΝΑΙ
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vii. Πιςτεφω οτι είναι πολφ δφςκολο να ζχουμε μια επιτυχθμζνθ ςυνεργαςία με 
άλλα ξενοδοχεία και τουριςτικζσ επιχειριςεισ για τθν εφαρμογι αυτοφ του 
προγράμματοσ ςυλλογικισ πιςτοποίθςθσ 
viii. Άλλοσ λόγοσ. Παρακαλϊ εξθγιςτε: 
 
 
Για περιςςότερεσ πλθροφορίεσ ςχετικά με το EMAS easy MOVE-IT! επιςκεφκείτε: 
1. Το επίςθμο website του EMAS easy MOVE-IT! (ςτα Ελλθνικά): http://www.move-it.eu/el/ 
2. Το επίςθμο website του EMAS: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/emas/  
3. Το επίςθμο website του EMAS easy: http://www.emas-easy.eu/ 
 
Ευχαριςτοφμε για την πολφτιμη βοήθεια ςασ! 
 
Final Version of the questionnaire in English 
Research study of the International Hellenic University in regard with tourism 
destination branding. 
This questionnaire is part of the research conducted by graduate students of the International Hellenic 
University for the purposes of a dissertation conducted under the postgraduate program entitled MSc in 
Sustainable Development. The research focus lies on the European program “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” 
developed by the European Commission. This particular program can, in theory, greatly benefit the 
Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) in tourism, by cutting down their expenses and increasing 
their sales. The program provides collective environmental certification and destination branding, 
resulting in increased credibility of the local tourism products and services in the European and 
International markets.  It can be partly subsidized through the current developmental law and benefits 
the participating companies by allocating common fixed expenses. The research aims to project the 
general awareness and understanding of hotel owners and managers on issues related to environmental 
management and certification programs in tourism and more specifically to the “EMAS Easy MOVE-IT!” 
project.  
Your answers will be anonymous and not released to anyone. All provided responses are meant to 
exhibit personal opinions and beliefs, and will remain confidential. Your contribution is crucial for the 
completion of the paper.  
A. Demographics 
Person’s Name (optional):  
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Person’s position in the hotel:  
Hotel name:    
Hotel size (beds):      
Total Number of Employees (full time equivalent):   
Legal form of the company:  
B. Questions (Part A) 
9) Are you aware of the existence of environmental management systems and certification programs 
/schemes /labels in the tourism sector?       
10) If yes, which one(s) do you know?   
 
11) Is your hotel at the moment implementing any environmental management system and/or 
certification scheme?          
 
A. If you answered yes, please answer the following questions: (If you answered no, then go 
straight to question B) 
 
e. Which environmental management system/scheme(s) is your hotel implementing? 
 
f. How was your hotel motivated to choose/implement this/these particular 
scheme(s)? 
 
 
g. What are the benefits for your company from the implementation of this/these 
particular program(s)? (you may choose more than one answer) 
vi. Financial benefits (e.g. increase in sales, reduced costs for water-
electricity-oil etc.) 
vii. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) 
viii. Access to capital/funding/subsidies 
ix. Reduced risk 
x. Other. Please explain:   
YES NO
YES NO
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h. What are the problems you have had so far in relation to the particular program(s)?   
 
B. If you answered no (to question 3), please answer the following questions:  
 
c. Which are -in your opinion- the main reasons/barriers preventing the 
implementation of an environmental management system/scheme/program by 
your hotel? (you may choose more than one answer) 
viii. Cost (It is expensive) 
ix. Time (Its implementation requires a lot of time, which we cannot 
afford to lose) 
x. Its implementation is too difficult and/or complicated (technically) 
xi. The company’s staff does not have the required knowledge to 
implement such a system 
xii. The hotel’s ownership/management does not care about such 
programs 
xiii. We never had the time to deal with such programs 
xiv. Other reason. Please explain:  
 
 
d. Do the future plans of your company include the implementation of an 
environmental management system?   
Short description of EMAS, EMAS easy and EMAS Easy MOVE-IT! 
EMAS: The EU “Eco-Management and Audit Scheme” is a voluntary environmental management 
instrument developed by the European Commission for companies and other organizations to assess, 
manage and continuously improve their environmental performance.  
EMAS easy is a simplified method for implementing an environmental management system, designed 
with small and micro businesses in mind. Using simple and sequential tables and prompts, smaller 
businesses can develop an Environmental Management System (EMS) and either register for EMAS or 
achieve certification to ISO 14001. The environmental objectives and action plans are tailored to the 
reality of the company and defined according to its own abilities. These actions also fit in the framework 
of the Green Key or the European Ecolabel criteria. 
Σο EMAS Easy MOVE-IT! clusters Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) of a region which are all 
part of the same value chain of tourism. The value chain and thus the cluster form a competitive tourism 
service package, linking cultural, economic, ecological and social aspects with their respective added 
YES NO
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value. The “MOVE-IT!” model comprises blended training and coaching of SMEs using cluster approach 
and EMAS Easy methodology. This reduces the cost related to coaching and also establishes a creative 
space to exchange good practices. 
Main benefits: 
5) Simple and fast implementation (less than one month) 
6) Financial benefits: collective learning and tutoring for the participating enterprises reduces the 
internal and external costs for consulting and certification 
7) Branding and marketing of the destination/region: The regional cluster with certified SMEs can 
be used to communicate and market regional values and assets, tourism services and products.  
8) Regional and local cooperation and shared knowledge among SMEs: it helps to foster a sense of 
regional identity and raise awareness of sustainability, regional products and services. It also 
involves and improves qualifications of individual members of the cluster as well as other key 
stakeholders, all part of the regional value chain of tourism. 
Questions (Part B) 
12) Are you aware of any programs/ schemes for the collective certification of a number of local tourism 
enterprises within a touristic region? If yes, which one(s) do you know? 
 
13) Does your hotel participate in any such program/scheme?   
 
A. If you answered yes, what are the benefits for your company? (If you answered no, then go 
straight to question B. You may choose more than one answer) 
viii. Financial benefits (e.g. increase in sales, reduced costs for water-electricity-
oil etc) 
ix. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) for the hotel  
x. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) for the 
region/destination 
xi. Access to capital/funding/subsidies 
xii. Better cooperation with the hotels and tourist enterprises of the region 
xiii. Reduced risk 
xiv. Other. Please explain:  
 
B. If you answered no (to question 5), what are the main reasons that your company is not part 
of such a program? (You may choose more than one answer) 
ix. Cost (They are expensive) 
x. Time (Their implementation requires a lot of time, which we cannot afford 
to lose) 
YES NO
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xi. Their implementation is too difficult and/or complicated (technically) 
xii. The company’s staff does not have the required knowledge to implement 
such a system 
xiii. The hotel’s ownership/management does not care about such programs 
xiv. We never had the time to deal with such programs 
xv. I believe that it is very difficult to have a successful cooperation with other 
hotels and touristic enterprises for the implementation of such a program  
xvi. Other reason. Please explain:  
 
14) What would you expect your hotel to gain from such a program to be willing to participate in it? 
(You may choose more than one answer) 
viii. Reduced costs (e.g. for water-electricity-oil etc.) 
ix. Access to capital/funding/subsidies 
x. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) for the hotel 
xi. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) for the 
region/destination 
xii. Better cooperation (preference) with the International Tour Operators 
xiii. Better cooperation with the hotels and tourist enterprises of the region 
xiv. Other. Please explain:  
 
 
15)  Are you familiar with the following European programs: 
A. EMAS (the “European Eco-Management and Audit Scheme”)?     
B. EMAS-easy for small and medium enterprises??      
C. EMAS Easy MOVE-IT!, specifically developed for SMEs in tourism?   
 
16) Do you think that your company would be willing to participate in the “EMAS easy MOVE-IT!” 
program in the future?   
 
A. If you answered yes, what would you expect your company to gain from participating in this 
particular program? (You may choose more than one answer) 
i. Reduced costs (e.g. for water-electricity-oil etc.) 
ii. Access to capital/funding/subsidies 
iii. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) for the hotel 
iv. Branding/Marketing (increased  reliability and advertisement) for the 
region/destination 
v. Better cooperation (preference) with the International Tour Operators 
vi. Better cooperation with the hotels and tourist enterprises of the region 
vii. Other. Please explain:  
YES NO
YES
YES
NO
NO
NOYES
 68 | P a g e  
 
 
 
B. If you answered no, what are the main reasons your company would not be willing to 
participate in this particular program? (You may choose more than one answer) 
i. Cost (They are expensive) 
ii. Time (Their implementation requires a lot of time, which we cannot afford 
to lose) 
iii. Their implementation is too difficult and/or complicated (technically) 
iv. The company’s staff does not have the required knowledge to implement 
such a system 
v. The hotel’s ownership/management does not care about such programs 
vi. We never had the time to deal with such programs 
vii. I believe that it is very difficult to have a successful cooperation with other 
hotels and touristic enterprises for the implementation of such a program  
viii. Other reason. Please explain: 
 
 
For more information on EMAS easy MOVE-IT! visit: 
4. The official website of EMAS easy MOVE-IT! (in Greek): http://www.move-it.eu/el/ 
5. The official website of EMAS: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/emas/  
6. The official website of EMAS easy: http://www.emas-easy.eu/ 
 
Thank you very much for your valuable help!!! 
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One way ANOVA and Post Hoc tests according to independent variable 
Number of beds 
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Number of Employees 
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Hotel star rating 
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